THE PARLIAMENT BILL	425
by the commons in three successive sessions and rejected each
time by the lords, should then become law, provided two years
had elapsed between the bill's first introduction1 to the house of
commons and its final third reading there; (3) five years should
be substituted for seven as the maximum duration of parliament.
The scheme was that of Campbell-Bannerman's 1907 resolu-
tions with but two differences: (a) Campbell-Bannerman's pro-
posal for a conference between the houses (conciliatory but not
arbitral) was dropped; (b] the three successive sessions, in which
a bill must be passed by the commons, need not be sessions of the
same parliament. Lord Lansdowne's alternative plan, as ap-
proved by the lords after two days' debate, virtually accepted
the Parliament Bill's proposal about money bills, save that the
decision which that measure gave to the Speaker would be trans-
ferred to a joint committee of the two houses, with the Speaker
as chairman having only a casting vote. Other bills, if passed
by the commons and rejected by the lords in two successive
sessions with an interval of not less than a year, were to have
their fate determined by a joint sitting; but if the difference
between the houses 'relates to a matter of great gravity and has
not been adequately submitted for the judgement of the people',
it should be sent to a referendum. This scheme, though in
vaguer and less defined form, reproduced, it will be seen, the
conservative proposals at the Constitutional Conference. The
supporter who lent most weight to it was Lord St. Aldwyn; since
it was known that he had not taken part in rejecting the budget
or the Licensing Bill.
As between the two programmes, the liberal made the readier
electoral appeal. It had been before the country since 1907 and
was well understood. The conservative scheme as presented to
the public wore the air of a vague improvisation; the only
feature in it that could be caught hold of was the referendum. <
Yet even from the standpoint of the liberals it had really some ad-
vantages—notably the reduction of the waiting-time from two
years to one. Few, however, until later the Home Rule Bill showed
it, foresaw how mischievous a long waiting-time might prove.
Meanwhile, on Lord Rosebery's initiative, the house of lords
had also passed resolutions in favour of changing its composi-
tion. Rosebery, who had preached this for a quarter of a cen-
1 When the bill was in committee in the following year, the government amended
this date to that of the second reading.

